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Interview Summary 



Application No. 
09/316,899 



Applicant(s) 



Examiner 



Douglas Meislahn 



All participants (ar ':cant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



Ml Douglas Meisi i_ 
(2) Casev Christ : _ 
Date of Interview 



(3) . 

(4) . 



Dec 3. 2001 



Klrovskl et al. 



Group Art Unit 
2132 




Type: a) & Tele- ->nic b) CVideo Conference 

c)D Per- -.a! [copy is given to 1) QppHcant 2) [applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or r jonstration conducted: d) Ores e) B&>. If yes, brief description: 



Claim(s) discusse 2 and 3 



Identification of p 
Levine etal.. Aci 



Agreement with r 

Substance of Intc 
other comments: 



irt discussed: 

a 1 ., and Mintzer et al. 



*ci to the claims f) Qvas reached, g) ®is not reached, h) NB 

v/ including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was reached, or any 

and weak watermarks in different parts of a signal. Applicant — 



Applicant empha th e inventive aspect o f inserting fragile ■ 



specifically diffei 
and fragile watet 
During the interv ' 
imperceptible se( 



^ between audible and inaudible audio segments It was agreed that Mintzer et a l. showed both robust 

; that Levine et al. renders obvious robust watermarks in audible segments. 



The eyaminer contends \ 



the p_^/ nflr conceded that it was possible that Adler et al. does not show frag ile watermarks in 
■ s. although this needs further consideration. . 



A p plicant agreec 

(A fuller descript 
available, must t 
summary thereo. 

\)Q It is not t 

Unless the paraf 
INCLUDE THE 5 
already been file 
SUBSTANCE 0- 



Examiner Note: Ye 
Attachment to a sig. 



CO/TK 



?nfs with respect to the specif acation. and prosecution would proceed from there. 



■ ■ -e^sarv and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims allowable, if 
> Jc± A' >o, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims allowable is available, a 

m : e attached.) 

s-iry for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview (if box is checked). 

- ^ve has been checked, THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST 
THE INTERVIEW (See MPEP section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has 
CANT IS GIVEN ONE MONTH FROM THIS INTERVIEW DATE TO FILE A STATEMENT OF THE 
■' TERV-W See Summarv of Record of Interview requirements on reverse side or on attached sneet. 



tiiis re unless it is an 

ciion. 



£4 1. 

GILBERTO BARRON, JR. 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

ART I ?x 




U S Patent and Trademark Oi 

PTO-413(Rev. 03-1 



Interview Summary 



Part of Paper No. 11 



